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June 25.2003 

I Ms. Brenda Ilk&!, Ph.D. 
Food and Drug Administration 
Center for Food Safety and Applied Nutrition 
Office of $ziant;fre &@ysis and Support 
Division,@ Market Studies (HFS-727) ^ 3 4. I ?.I __ _ ), : 
5100 Pqint Branch Parkway Cof,ege Pa&,‘gid&.J.$ .fLo740 
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co&jer& in the development of specific marketing information..~i,rned,?tt @xovkig 
consumer knowledge atnceming the benefits offer@ by bwhds. a_ -: , *j, .~),, 

Mr. Rose has qonducted thousands of consumer studies over h.is thirty plus years in the 
market regear+ b$n&. 

‘. ” i ‘J.;, ,_, / 

Based on @e evalu@i& provided by rose resea&?, the fc$og& timmerits on the 
m&@ojogy $&%?@$jf ihe B,u#e, $+dy are offered-on behalf of the &,$C”“?$r 
comments ~,@dress the valjd,ity and reliability af the research, ‘in&w of the sampling 
methods -and @@$le sEGG-?rployed. and key design features of tie s+vey. We also 
comment on some of the basic tenants that govern market nzsetirrch as well,as -* . . ,‘, ,v “W,L,, /AR ~ +-~.*A<, “u-k<, n Irrh\. + ..*Lr,*~~,“~Y .<?’ F<’ i::: *3,* i)^.“i’.ii- j :_ 
packaging issues wntch ment consrderatron in the interpretation of the finding r&tied 
in the Burke study. 

-- ‘-“: 1 I “” “““.,“~~~~,.,,,,~~~~~~~~~~,~~,~.~ x _ __/.(_ v _ , 
Finallu,wii’~~~~~‘tliii;a7npact of brqncliynamicq and how brand 

versgs brand or co~rnmod~ty versus commo@y differs in +uqh. a”n,-@*+;e, The&t item 
for discus&on in thi~~k$$er’wiil cover the issu,os;th,8t,govem ‘oonsumet choig? ” -” ’ 

1. _Sample size - Smple size is critical to the reliabil*iry of any consumer r&ea~ch. . _ (..fl,‘ I_ _,,,, L. ‘Si”“< ^ I, 
A sainple‘ti&irr~,a size ,p~,ZOO respdndents is the minimum @board for a simple 
consumer survey designed to assure some level of rel&b&y and pn&&& -_a .-. -A 
value. 

*4;-iu;;-4., i ,$,<:, .i;’ ,**. (x1 
The st$.ist$z$ reE@ity of a sample composed of’ 2Oti’ repijndent& (if it is 

representative of the target dudience and/or the U S. population in general) is “’ ̂  “.:)A ;“‘:w -.I:.” ,g,!-, *‘ ? / 
plus or minus 1245%. 4 sample size of 500 would reduce that range dywn to 6- .‘,,.l .,,,^ _” .z -_, ,, “dl$,*,i ,,‘,., ?~ .” eiz,, > 1. 
7%. Thus, the probabi&y tif a sample size of 300 yielding a more aeurate result ,“1. I,, 
is approximately twice that of a sample size of 200, based on estsbiien8$ 
standards goveming su~ey evidence. 

1, :,r;,.- 
Quite of&n, hou\ie&r, a &&r sample size 1s necessaq to achieve particular ,“. ““8 ,..**,L 
study objective+. Specifically, the need for a !arger sample size becomes 
important when:multipJe ~adab’tes..are, b@g tested (and qmpared) against one 
another. Forexample, when conip&nQ and an+ing-the distinctive firigings for 
different cells (i.e., comparing different packaging designs, commercials, 
positlonings, and/or claims), a minimum of 200 respdnaenfti is -0”ceded for each a.,,~- ,,__ - ----I.-- p **I*“,. ,. 
cell. I will cjarify this in r@ti* c@ail. For example, if there are three different 

) 

packaging &signs to be comp&$&$&& A; B,’ Gd C) and each af&se 
provides th.e~cr+$ for the same health claim statements, there are six possibls ^-c .o a .-:~:~~.~~~~~~~,i~~~~.~ ;~?J+& package/~ai,r?,;~mbin.~~~~~ (~~e~~~’ 7”; 6) for presn&ng t@ig r{fs+$& to be 
tested to the,,c$n$&iar. A minimum sdmple size of ‘l?Ott (6 cells of 200 each) 
would be desi@Ye,iti tn&~&@L In &&ition, if three health d&m i@&ns i&e 
tested with a,tofal sample size of 400, th,is would be equal to a sampi && porr 
cell of 66 subjets making .such a study qualitat/ve*not quant’tittie. , ,( /: 

It is, cntic.el,tn$ a quantitative study’ utilize a sample of respondents that, is Note: 
statistically represent$$q sr the “&I$$ States. If this is not done, the 
research ~esuJt-“~,nnot,.~~,te!~~d ,upon to @%~tiEti~ tiehaS& dr i&po”nge: ,. 
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2. 

a ____. _-_- --.- -.------- 3. 

4. 

ControweqionaI Bias - Th,e,s~~pting methodology used. in the purr<e 
Study failed t& i$stkl fer @ jiij:fial bias. The study ~a.3 done in only one urban 
area. In deterin;i&Ig the sample size a.nd/or the number of c& t0 be utilized in ,. ,^ (” _. *_ ,*.. ..,, I.8 I.,*” .*1*-2;. i ,+, ___ ,,; “~ LA ‘” ;* I? d”. .~j-:~*r’, “-t>: i“ 
ma&et su~ey’&arch, one m,ust aeunt for sources of bras whi,c$ are @ated 

e 

to the regional char&@isJj~,~gf COhSiJiTV$% %id~iliflicjj’ijiii~ &ii&f th& 
responses to suvey questions.’ ‘f<$$tr&$ r6$@iai bias, bnk niay consider 
consumer cc$fee p,ref&nces, / ~Co,~qt, p~odk6’ % &%@ally blended to appeal 
to the distin%e’taste p&ferences of ~!x~rnets in differe$regions of We country and this~,can affect colislimer p~~e~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~sjng stgtri! of 
origin information al~~ia~~~~~~~~~~~~ie’of regional bias. Consumer perieptions q.,‘;,.<p.“.yr,: ,~ ,‘, j 
and-acceptance of”‘CaMq’ni$’ grown oran@ r&rdiffer in Florida, than in other 
states. In the case,“of ntis, the Southeast and Southwe$t have a na@+ G&-:4- :>,i* ;;,,y,:>,,” ,&, Am ,ew/x C” ..a .““,r#Xx. $,,b l.~ :. +; pref8re”ce ~~~~~~~~~~i”~~~~~- geGu~5g;ofthe complex vanabies *.& 

.A”. IS _ “10 .&a~.,~~~d E$a 
may interact @ ‘bias ,sypey findings on a, regional basis, there must be c@rcf 
through appropr@te;sam$ng methodglogies (size @nd.-+c.ope of survey sample). 
The findings fmm &v&y data in the ,&J@ Study w&r& Collected from k@&cl.. 
markets and relied on @atii,+y small su~ey samples. The findings, therefore., 
annot support,,generz?lized-scienti~c &n&sio?s tf~s!-+r~, predictive of &get 
-consumer grbup behaviqr.’ ,,.. _,,_. 

_- ---. -. _.._... -. ._ 
Statistical Samplihq ?&~h&&$ ;ihe’-B&e‘ &by relied on suNey ‘sampies 
diati fiCe ~~Ficjalized’~~~ueS.cha~gi=terizec! @y populations that are. uE%eiy to 
reflect the, demographic features ~6$~&$$~‘%f’%% @%f2a”cloM.Wq : 
population. eased op, thg ~ pmfifes of the,.study sub@% reported, there is no 
evidence thaf.$+&ti~l sampling mtihodologies were employed, or that tie 
subjects are repie$ent&i,v~ statitically of the general consumer popuJaf;ion in the 
United Sta$+’ l& ‘r&~,a’pjpdient in the ,Bu+FeL$@gy as to whether or notJ@e 
were adequate controlg+qd in ad@@, since there yei@ three package$, the- 
packages shou# have be@ presMe.d in &c~~~f~~j@or$&s. Given thdqizg of 
the sample, si&i~s &&$d have yielded nothing more than qtialit&ie ‘&%I: ~- 

; 
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sp&fc identification such, as package color. Private label products rely on . . I ./.x.** 
borrowing equity from leading bran& .u.&ng similar cofor@aticn. and graphic 
design. ~),, ! 

In the Burke Study, in order to ~es%!re_t@sne~ Packaging and consume; ,, ;( s _‘, ^ 
receptivity towards it, consumers ,.yere asked tne~~foll;jvlin~ b&t& of que$ons: 
a. Purchase_int~.~t~ow likely would you be to buy-bratid X’ifyou weti shopping 
today and it wer&@able at an acceptable price? ’ \)>“.1/ er.- “w.“+$&’ +> ,” n_, _ 
b. Would you buy bran$j(regulariy or would it be p one @I$. gnfy purchase? 
c. How different is brand x’s package from other similar brands in the market? ‘ .“;.a.“‘ -4” x?.4 ,,__* . 
d. Does the&@package fit WI& yotii’ ini&gd of brand ?‘?“‘~~‘w’ 

f- r*-r--‘*r -i-~CI.vx-,>,iii,- */< ,_,,..,, &.. i, __ _I _ 

e. How likely G&Id ydu be to s)$tch toAb~nd X if if were sold in this package? ” __” -*‘ ,“~~~~“,+l&~‘y, “s’,sy .i!;:~.~,;\, c,’ I I_ :)_l_l- / i .._. _ ,. -_- ,:‘.-“; ._ ‘1, _’ / , 
Subsequehtly, the consumer would be ,&ked to provide attribute r&n& to‘&thie packages in question. Again,‘ii~~~;e.pa~~~~~~.~~~~~~~, six div9regt qrdieF,of 

presentation +irex&6@Q in order to .e!iminate,the bias that one package can ” I^<’ a’-- i,.‘__2 / -“;, i ,( 
--------------lead to in ev+.&ing another. Further, if any of th,e packages appeared to 

rep@%Qit ane$#ig brand (design elements, colo%ibn, “etc.) that brand tiould 
.--ha% iiicie +uity &nd~ther&re the test would. be @ased: _,^ .--. -.... 1.-. ) 

‘. ,. ,I “._. 1” , 
The Burke Study providesno information e&$lishing that the methodslogy was . s. lll_..” ., 
implemented in a manner that adequately controlled fcr influence; attrjbufable to 
the sequence used tp pr&% tbe d*$fer%nt packaging designs to con.&m&n$or 
the choice of bmnd nsme?~ used for the test packaging. Ttieeeviiouia‘ ba two ctitical factors in determinins”~~i.~~~~~~~~~ F&hw&y;3 “equity over a”y of the 

Y . “.A j 
others. 

‘,1 ‘I. .‘,, 
Package tags anal flags: normally bring .abotlt stimulate~in,$res,s@~ consuiner 
attention and interest in the packaging tested. Hoqsver, the degree~nfi$.i% ’ 
of the enhanced:‘consurireiiliterest will depend on tha design, color and ” , . 
positioning of the tag or fiag. If the %$m&ion ‘p&sent&i is obscure, then 
logically one would as&me tl-19 tesearcher ~o$c@fl.attention tp ib,isxW,6 r j ,,. _,, information. That wou!d ,a,~mat~M&P~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~on tbe , 

consumer to locate the,c@i& & & p;-i&ge it may not be no&ced, therefore it 
could be that.thi&udy wdu~~““6’5Ve p6vided b&&id&~ if the claims were . . II I;’ TC1. ..i .I.. y.$ “3, ” , : 
evaluated without packages. “’ 

1 ̂.“‘ il 

There, are otner key questions about evaluating a bmnd for a particular ‘ ;.I ._,l”,*” 
commodity or s line 6f products. The, r$&%on cf existing brands in the 
category would be one of the factors and the appropriateness of the brsr$ for 2 . . . ,..“b _~~,lh,^+, .;.> L.* liif.*9^rr ,&.+, ‘:‘ .)&f+ I/ 
that partic@r product wquid be another. It could: &*J C&II be that the aarnaness 
of the reaction,[o‘tbe package’ stimuli.&:< rej.jlJ qf’tlie ndn@xistence of the brands ,~ ;&.?:‘-‘.;, ..,:>. 
image (quality, price, val&etc.). One could argue &~~@~~b?~6rd’“~ak~ the test 

,( 

“cleaner.” However. in the real world, the brands that carry these tags or flags 
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6. 

7. 

would have equity. Therefore, they would impact the result of this &St in: a far 
diierertt, fashiqn, _ .) _- 

Factors Motivating Consumer Brand Selection are Distinrruished frbm 
those ~h&&imtin~'Foo; i l '  C”h;iiic& - Iti ‘the d&j df $9 E%rk$~ cttidy, p&anbt oil 
claims”~~r~-‘~v~l~~~~~-‘ii~~~‘~iff~~~iii p;jickaging conteq.“This is to saithat all 
consumers wet? of++ tks, $1+4& of’dn@%‘p’r&duct, peanut oil. The‘&eletition of 
which peanut oil was based. qfi $.jmuj~~%kh ak “j&&a&e, brand name and.+ 
labeling claimlinform~ti~~. The factors which infl 
for a given product ar~~s~~g~~~tjaliy dtiiikit &iti 

,. ,/_ 

multiplicity of factors influ,enoing consumer behaviors co 
one food versu$ another, Findings related to brand se?@@iop (brands of peanut 
oil) cannot be generalized to predict consum!% &&@~3r: g,,nc$#g diffgrent 
foods (e.g., walnuts versus alm~n$v.?~+ peanuts). 

Obviously, brand and brand_reputation drives chqice~ a+ well 3s price. The end 
use of a product will also drive t&@e in the selection of brand, type and quality. u *a . .._ _~~~~> .,lil md,*,_ *, _ <+xa-. 1” i a:‘r,&r.e~,~L,~~< ,i- 
The ease of ceo&ing oils is interesting because ojls aro.often c$o$en ‘Esed upon 
their end use. Olive oil is often ‘favored f-or kalads if the consumer is &i&to 
pay the price. iii&G&& ~nci‘use’occasi~n,‘~~ijja’se~~ *f6 $$ $e.~mj.$t,~ ,-i _ _ ” * .i \ 1w j ,,., 
important driiera.of purchase.. ln,@e.qame studies r~fer~rj.(?$ $!& begintii$ _ 
of this section, as an example SAMI, the imp’&-tance of health was $&jhd to 
taste and usuelly convenience. Finally, again regional bias.@. qmg”,into play. 
Baked beans, corn beef on rye and grits are just a few foods that j,m,me~i~~ely 
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bring to mind regional preferences in tMe,a?d, ~5. The55 %.!&Fj$.,$@ 
purchase. 

In summary, because of the scientific I@@#i~ns of the Burke Study, including those ae wpb+*& *rrde&,,Y*s.<**~ 
briefly characterized here, ih&%‘;;b ~~~j’sci~~~~~~~~s~~,~~~.~~~ing g*en‘r.$tilii&d 
conclusions concerning consumer perceptions or b&avib@at s.rq r$gyapt to $e 
agency’s evaluation of the heajth c!q,im proposed by the California. Walnut Qrn;@$on 
in its pending health claim petition. 

Thank you for this opportunity to offer comment o!UJ?e r@hodqlogy and findings of the 
Burke St&y. We are pleased to present our research findings regarding our p(opoSed 
health claim at our meeting on June 26,2003. 

Sincerely, 


